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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-28 have been presented for reconsideration in view of Applicants' arguments 
and amended claim language. New Claims 29-40 have been presented for Examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants' arguments from the 12/27/2004 response have been fully considered. The 
Examiner's response is as follows. 

2.1 Regarding the Applicants' response to the 35 U.S.C. 1 12 second paragraph 
rejection of Claim 4. 

The Examiner thanks the Applicant for the amending the rejected claim and 
withdraws the 35 U.S.C. 1 12 rejection of Claim 4. 

2.2 Regarding the Applicants' response to the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejections of 
independent Claim 1 . 

Applicant argued, (page 12 of the 12/27/2004 response) 

Accordingly , Pauna' s determining of timing and behavior 
violations is entirely different from Applicant ' s capture of behaviors . 

The Examiner relied on the Testa et al reference to teach the limitation of 
capturing behaviors. In response to applicants' arguments against the references individually, 
one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

2.3 Regarding the Applicants' response to the Independent Claim 1 . 
Applicant argued, (pages 12 and 13 of the 12/27/2004 response) 



Application/Control Number: 09/670,9 1 1 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2123 

More importantly, Applicant' s respectfully note that the examples 
provided by Pauna at Col. 8 lines 26-45 relate to the setting low level non- 
architectural parameters (e.g. setting clock speeds, ) t or items for debugging 
(e.g. notifications of register changes), etc, for Pauna's cycle accurate 
simulator. Therefore, the described interface is used to set up the simulator 
with correct clock speeds and other parameters, but does not provide mapping 
of captured behaviors to architectural components. 



The Examiner respectfully submits that the Applicants have not specified any 
"special definition" as to what defines an Architectural parameter. The Examiner respectfully 
asserts that "clock speeds" are parameters that are very significant in a logic architecture. 
Further, and as argued in section 2.2 of this action, the Examiner relied on the Testa et al. 
reference to teach the limitation of capturing behaviors. In response to applicants' arguments 
against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d413, 208USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091,231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). 

2.4 Regarding the Applicant's response to the Independent Claim 1 . 
Applicant argued, (page 14 of the 12/27/2004 response). 

In particular, Applicants respectfully note the above discussion 
related to Pauna, and specifically that which relates to Pauna's interface to 
the cycle accurate simulator. , which cannot be equated to Applicants claimed 
mapping of captured behaviors to selected architectural components for at 
least two reasons: 1. Because Pauna's interface sets low level details rather 
than architectural components ; 2. Because Pauna's interface is not related to 
captured behaviors. 



The Examiner respectfully points out that the Testa et al. reference was relied upon to 
teach the limitation of capturing behaviors. In response to applicants' arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
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208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091,231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

The Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's arguments and maintains the earlier 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC ft 101 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for detennining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1-3, 6-11, 12-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fauna U.S. Patent 6,052,524 in view of Testa et al. U.S. Patent 6,205,407. 

3.1 As regards independent Claims 1 and 17 the Pauna reference discloses a method 
of modeling an electronic system having both hardware and software elements (Col. 4 Lines 30- 
33), capturing a plurality of behaviors that correspond to operations performed by the system 
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being modeled (Col. 5 Lines 34-48), the Examiner notes that determining timing and behavior 
violations is functionally equivalent to capturing a plurality of behaviors, capturing a plurality of 
hardware and software architectural components the plurality contained within an architectural 
platform (CoL 6 Lines 26-38), mapping each of the captured behaviors of the plurality of 
behaviors to. a selected architectural component to perform the behavior (Col. 8 Lines 26-45) 
and mapping each of the captured behaviors of the plurality of behaviors to a selected 
architectural component to perform the behavior; (Figure 3 A Item 46, Figure 4A Item 70, CoL 
13 Lines 59-67, CoL 14 Lines 1-8), recognizing and capturing communications patterns (CoL 4 
Lines 57-67, CoL 5 Lines 1-3, Table 7 CoL 12, CoL 12 Lines 64-67 CoL 13 Lines 1-4), the 
Examiner notes that the memory read routines simulated using the pseudo-code listed in Table 7 
are functionally equivalent to recognizing and capturing communications patterns, specifically 
and in this case, the communications pattern of a processor reading from memory, among the 
architectural components that require communication among them to perform the behaviors 
(Figure 2 Items 22 and 24, 26 and 34), the Examiner notes that the Pauna reference is directed 
towards the cycle accurate simulation of the communications between different components in a 
system on a chip or SOC (CoL 3 Lines 20-34). 

However, the Pauna reference does not clearly disclose, mapping each instance of 
communications between behaviors to an instance of the capture pattern. 

An artisan of ordinary skill, in the SOC simulation art, would have known that in order to 
test the memory component in an SOC design, that certain test patterns would have to be 
generated and verified in order to determine if the simulated memory component was behaving 
properly. In the related ait of testing ASICs, the Testa et al reference discloses mapping each 
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instance of communications between behaviors to an instance of the capture pattern (Cfigure 5 
Items 67, 64, aU of Figures 6 & 7, Col. 7 Lines 30-52, Col. 12 Lines 5-14). 

Thus, it would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have combined the component modeling methods of the Pauna reference 
with the test pattern generation methods of the Testa et al reference because, in order to properly 
simulate and test an SOC design there is a need to generate and verify test pattern data that 
simulates the interaction between the components in the SOC being designed in order to verify 
that these components will interact correctly in the final design {Testa et al Col. 2 Lines 28-33). 

3.2 As regards dependent Claims 2 and 18 the Pauna reference discloses 
components having a plurality of services corresponding to a particular function of the hardware 
component (Col. 3 Lines 35-49, Col. 4 Lines 50-67, Col. 5 Lines 1-3). 

3.3 As regards dependent Claims 3 the Pauna reference discloses and API (Col. 5 
Lines 4-13). 

3.4 As regards dependent Claims 6 and 22 the Pauna reference discloses hardware 
and software (Col. 4 Lines 30-33). 

3.5 As regards dependent Claim 7 the Pauna reference discloses a plurality of 
services, API (Col. 5 Lines 4-13). 

3.6 As regards dependent Claims 8, 9, 10, 12, 24, 25 and 26 the Pauna reference 
does expressly discloses a history of test patterns (Col. 8 Lines 26-45). 

3.7 As regards dependent Claims 13 and 14 the Pauna reference discloses reuse of 
models (Col. 4 Lines 57-67 Col. 5 Lines 1-3, Col. 8 Lines 26-45). 
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3.8 As regards dependent Claims 15, 16 and 23 the Pauna reference discloses a 
method for adding new architectures and changing the existing design from a library of 
components (Col. 18 Lines 61-67 Col. 19 Lines 1-17). 

4. Independent Claim 27 and dependent Claims 5, 11 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Pauna U.S. Patent 6,052,524 in view of Testa et al. U.S. 
Patent 6,205,407 and in further view of Hill et al. U.S. Patent 6,438,514. 

4.1 As regards the rejections of Independent Claims 1 and 11 > from which dependent 
Claims 5 and 11 depend, please see paragraph 3.1 above. 

4.2 As regards Independent Claim 27 the Pauna reference discloses an API (Col. 5 
Lines 4-13), and a plurality of hardware and software architectural components the plurality 
contained within an architectural platform (Col. 6 Lines 26-38), mapping each of the captured 
behaviors of the plurality of behaviors to a selected architectural component to perform the 
behavior (Col. 8 Lines 26-45) and mapping each of the captured behaviors of the plurality of 
behaviors to a selected architectural component to perform the behavior; (Figure 3 A Item 46, 
Figure 4A Item 70, Col. 13 Lines 59-67, Col. 14 Lines 1-8), recognizing and capturing 
communications patterns (Col. 4 Lines 57-67, Col. 5 Lines 1-3, Table 7 Col. 12, Col. 12 Lines 
64-67 Col. 13 Lines 1-4), the Examiner notes that the memory read routines simulated using the 
pseudo-code listed in Table 7 are functionally equivalent to recognizing and capturing 
communications patterns, specifically and in this case, the communications pattern of a 
processor reading from memory, among the architectural components that require 
communication among them to perform the behaviors (Figure 2 Items 22 and 24, 26 and 34), 
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the Examiner notes that the Pauna reference is directed towards the cycle accurate simulation of 
the communications between different components in a system on a chip or SOC (Col. 3 Lines 
20-34). 

However, the Pauna reference does not clearly disclose, the first service being among a 
plurality of service supported by the pattern to which communication is mapped, and a 
performance model of a component. 

An artisan of ordinary skill, in the SOC simulation art, would have known that in order to 
test the memory component in an SOC design, that certain test patterns would have to be 
generated and verified in order to determine if the simulated memory component was behaving 
properly. In the related art of testing ASICs, the Testa et al reference discloses mapping each 
instance of communications between behaviors to an instance of the capture pattern (Cfigure 5 
Items 67, 64, all of Figures 6 & 7, Col. 7 Lines 30-52, Col. 12 Lines 5-14). 

Thus, it would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have combined the component modeling methods of the Pauna reference 
with the test pattern generation methods of the Testa et al. reference because, in order to properly 
simulate and test an SOC design there is a need to generate and verify test pattern data that 
simulates the interaction between the components in the SOC being designed in order to verify 
that these components will interact correctly in the final design (Testa et al Col. 2 Lines 28-33). 

Hill et al. discloses a performance model (Col. 2 Lines 40-60). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to provide a performance model of a component because by doing so comparison of 
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different combinations of components could be performed without the high cost of actually 
fabricating the SOC (Hill et aL Col. 2 Lines 61-64). 

4.3 As regards dependent Claim 28 the Pauna reference discloses three or more 
components (Figure 2 Items 22, 24, 26, 34, 30 & 32) and it would be obvious that each of these 
components would have multiple services to reflect their full functionality. 

4.4 As regards dependent Claims 5 and 11 the Pauna reference does not expressly 
disclose a performance model 

The Hill et al reference discloses a performance model (Col. 2 Lines 40-60). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to provide a performance model of a component because by doing so 
comparison of different combinations of components could be performed without the high cost 
of actually fabricating the SOC (Hill et al. Col. 2 Lines 61-64). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 29-40 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

6. Claims 1- 28 have been presented for reconsideration based on Applicant's arguments 
and amended claim language. Claims 29-40 have been presented for Examination. Claims 1-28 
are rejected. Claims 29-40 are objected to. 
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6.1 The prior ait made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. 

Rostoker et al. U.S. Patent 5,544,067 discloses method of simulation of 
behavioral architectures for logic designs. 

Gregory et al. U.S. Patent 6,132,109 discloses method of modeling logic 
architectures in hardware description languages. 

6.2 THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

6.3 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dwin M Craig whose telephone number is (571) 272-3710. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 10:00 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo P Picard can be reached on (571)272-3749. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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